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Changes Over Time in Process Meaéuxes of Classtoom Behavior

' A ’ . .’-.' ‘. .

Most findings about classroom processes are reported as aggre4
.., ‘
gated means or averages of given behaviors summed across observations.

Typically, telationshipsfbetween claséroom measures and outcome {pro- '

duct) measures are determined frdm means of scores of events summed

f ' .

. - . e .

across occasions (observations).  Also, classroom coding .systéms yhicﬂ‘
count individual student behaviors (Béophy & Good, 1970) similarly

aggregate student data tovobtain wdass means ‘on variables of interest.‘
- . \ -
However, It may also be useful to look at the variability bf such. S

%

. mquures across a school year to determine® whether or not there, are

. " - - ;
trends in the data. . ,‘ , ot _ o
Few studies of classroom processes lend themselves to enalyse;;
. which examine the fluctuations ofrptocesa measures over time; since. '

. P ‘: r

large amounts of data are required to produve stable estimates at eacp - .

point in the year, and because many assnﬁom studies aré conducted
" over short periods of time. Tﬁe Texaseﬂunior High §3hopl §;udy, how-

ever, does lend itself to this kind of analysis. This large.field-

[N

basea investigation of teaoher effevts on student achievement and atti-
~tudes was conducted over most of the school year 1944 75; data collec~

tion began in November and continLed to midﬁhay._ Sixty-eignt sebenth- '
and eighth-grade teachets (29 math and 39 English) were observed +in two *

of their class eeotions«by trained‘observers._ Each of the 136 classes |,

was’ gbserved an average of 20 times for hour each with a vardety of

- ) \ .
high and low inference measures. Thebe data

- 4

- : ' A .
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L.t : P
“the claolroon processes ‘and two criteria: student gshievement,and,

student .:titudes. C : - o ~f | f

- Those intetested in a repbrt of the initial findings ;rom the fgll
?

study should consult Everteon, Anderson, and Brophy (Noii l). Ihe
purpooe of the present report is to identify any syatematic changea in: a; .

" . the measures oi classroon behavior of teachers and pupila over the oix

*nonth. of the atudy, and aloo to determine whether such changes~qere ' L
coopar;ble for math and En;iieh classes. Data to be rbporteétnere_i

/°°“";€',‘ of 15 high inference rating scales and-.';‘S.low Ain:’.eren?‘e’ ' . s
behavioral rate measures. ' o Lo

L

' Procedure . . : .o ba R ‘e

Data yere &vailable for 56 math claoseo (two classes uere dropped

-

becauoe of celling effects on the pre- and poattests) and 78 Englinh Th FUREY

classes. For each of the'67 teachers' two claoses, available data-§ e
records were gorted by the month during which‘the oboervotion wao doné ‘.;nk,

\ .
and six means were computed for each of the~30 variablea. o N

4

o . . ) w
Bigh Inference Ratings | e : | \

* These ratings N;re'filled out-at least once’for each’class period -
during which low inference coding vas pieo done.’ The 15 ocaleo of{tﬁe . *3-
Classroom Ob-ervation Scales (COS) instrument are listed beiog.' The
first 12 scales are 5-point scales '(0-4); tne last three acalealnre

3 binaryg ocored as to whether or not such questioning took place during

¢ . -

houy of observation (o, 1). Definitions of the scales and the




t

' occupied by teacher presentation of substantive"inf?ruation.

\

N 4 -

1. Le‘vel of attention. Pupil. orientatiot( oward" the teacher or
. §

tssk st hsnd (0. - Fever tﬁgn half of the students are attentive most of

the tinep‘k - ‘il of the students are attentive most of the tine)

2 Tsicher.initiatéﬁ problen solving_ This scale indicates tﬂZ' i

’degrec to which the teacher sddresses questions and problens to the
” ,( ' J (-3

- Ventire cldss. Student respon es are followed by teacher's directins y

_ : r ¥ .
elaborating questions'to other students. Teacher probes or delves into

’

student snssers (0 = Little or no teacher-initiated problem solving.
Other activities predomiﬂste. 4 - Most of the teacher's behavior . L b

1ollows the sbove'description.) . 2

K "\3. Ppil-to—pupii interaction. Substantiv pupil utterances in
which' one pupil interacts with/enother pupil //,group of puplls, on =
responds indirectly to the teacher. (0 - No pup;?~to-pupil\
.inéersction. All pupil behavior involves routine responding or
following directions, 4 - Student-to-studenﬂ’intersction occurs
frequently during ‘one-half or more of the observed . period.)

" 4. Teacher presentation. The relative amount of class time .

Lecturing,.reading-to‘the class, or answering pupil questions would be

~

(N . * ’
‘instsnces of this behavior. (0 -'teacher presentation occurs 0-20% of

'the tine; 4 ~ teacher presentation occurs 80-100% of the time.) v

Se Negstive affect. This scale includes behsviors that show -

hosti}e or ﬁegative feelingj on the part of either the teacher or .

pupils,\verbally ot nonverbally. It can include criticism, ridicule,

' pupil }esistsncq' or sarcasme. (0 - No negative affect; 4 = ‘Several

. \ ' . -

. -
- S T

‘> o
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: poeitive regerd for pupil{\and their béhayior, including: smiling, .

““%«d Peelive'pupil behevior.. This scale assesses the extent to

- f , \*M. J |
v » ' (' -

moderately negative instances or one or more}inatadcea o! severe

L . ¢

negative ‘affect.) . o . oo

6. Poiitivc affect. Teacher behdviors that show adpport'or

~

b

kidding end jckingifencouragement, or- preise. (0 - Abseﬂce of poaitive

‘affect (but not necestarily negative), ~ Three or more instences of

3 -

.oovioully sincere support or regard.) ‘ '; ) -4

’\

gherqcognitive level student behavicr. Fog%sea upon pupil
T . v
verbal behaviors'that giye evidence of higher or more conplex cognitive.
. e f
. -
proceeeee, including genéralization or inferenee, defining concepte, or ,
- [ 4

problem eoIvingf/:Doea not iﬁclude rote Qr simple asaociative

« £

reproduc:i: af resngg/es, simple descriptive reporting, ‘or giving .

opiniouc thout justificatione. (0 - Higher cognitive level procerees

- do uot occur, 4 - Higher cogditive level proceeaee occur uix or more

1} ‘IU -

tieee in a lS-ninute period.)

>

&

¢

which pupile engage in passive, as opposed ‘to active, modes of ..

ibehevior. ‘Passive pupil behaviors include withdrawal by pupile frdu

engegenent,‘xiauel wendering, passive observation. (0 ~ No more than
one pupil,ie passively dieengaged at. any one time; 4 - Passive behavior
1s exhibited by a third or more of the class much of the time.)

9. Convergent-evaluative interaction. This scale is

characterized by a focus upon obtaining the correct answer to the’

teacher's question, with little or no attempt tc follow uo on the

Lcontact once the answer has been given. (0 - Little or no




: . R ’ ' : " -
+ . convérgent-evaluative interaction; behavior follows some oth pattern. ‘
\p . . . ~ ) ot

4 - Almost all interection is convergent-evaluative (75% or hore)')

» 10, Taok oriedtation. This scale ;seeesed the desree to whicﬁ the

R teacher works toward conteng\relévid, aubotantive‘ébuts. (0 J very low

| task qrientation. Wasted time, ;Lintleee Mundering discussion, little

- .

nuhetentive progread'-h - High task orientation. Emphasis on: N

etteinnent of content objectives; clasa activitiea are cerefully

An planned; minimum time lost to procedurai ectiwity,)
,:‘v i Cluritz. Thie scale, refers.to the“}egree‘to which the °

’

teecher'o presentation of nateriel and his/her substantive interactione~'
. - v,

‘with otudente is understood by them. 0 - Very low clarity. Pupile}k

e ' seem confu;e% teacher cannot answer student queptione, teacher uuee ' Y

> .

. *

. unfamiliar ooncepte. “4,- Very high clarity. Teacher's explanations
. .. .
, are eapy to underg_tand; pupils' {uestions are answered edequetely._ . W T
¥ v . ‘o . ] R { . . . . .

Little or fo confueion about the nature of the task.,) .

S .ﬂxy_ 12, Enthusiasm. This scale measures whether or not the teacher.
. e ‘i

didplays interest, involvement, and vitalit& in the subject metter or !
i

activity. (0 -~ Low or no enthusiasme Teacher's behavior is a:thergic, ' d

’

" dull, routine; teacher displays lack oE interest in what ie-going on. s
| 4 - Very nigh enthusiasm. Teacher is stimulating, energetio,'en;,' ‘_

, : alert; uses voice inflection, appropriate gestures and appeats o s
interested in what 1s happeniné.)

13. Random, memory, or fact questions. Observers indicated-

whether or not instances of questioning occurred in which students were

to.eupplf brief factual answers, or to rebpond‘from rote'memory.
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A

. . 14, High level, synthesis, why qqutidns. Observers noted whether

/ .
or not questions occurred'reqniring”teasoning, 1nc¢gration of material,

" or abstract thinking.,

15. Current event, personal questi ningi Observers noted whether

or not ‘teacher questioned s;udents_abou& their opinions or perscnal . °

Preferehces. , ' : k S S ’

-

In addition to these giobal scales, the observers were prinafily

A) , . \ ’
. concerned with coding several kinds of classroom events as they

occurred. Information aboutethe classroom observation schedule used in

5 . . !
¢ . .

" the study is available as Appeﬁdix C of the méin report (Evertaon;
Anderson, & Brophy, Note 1). The following 15 rate variables were
selected because they repreaent che major categories recorded: by

observers. They were also likely to contain .enough 1nctances to a&low C

- ) '

* | Y
i . oug to aggregate scores by month. The following variables are ratea of
O : 4 r . o . s

occurrence per hour of observation except for the last variable yhich .
observers estimated in minutes at the end of the houri As in the cage

, of the high.inference ratings, mean rate measures were computed for -

4
\ s

each cliss for each of the six months. L ' . ’

‘ A brief descr.ption of each of the low infetence behavioral rate

variublen-follpws: . ' .
) ¢

1. Proceaa-q¥gstions. Queétions which' require the student to

S S lpccify the cognitive and/or behavioral steps needed to solve a problem

or fipd an answer. S - . ' o

-

- ) 2. Product questions. Queétions which have a specific caf;;::\

. v . answer which can be expressed in a single word or short phrase. ("When

'o;":=’,<:nestown founded?"”) "
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3. - Call outs. Reséohse opportunities created by atudénth'calling

out the answers to teacher questions without ﬁgitiqg for permission to

answer. . = - - ‘

»

< & fbtal Yesponse opportunities. This measure is the total of

; all‘fypel'éf,teicher questions to students. -(Higher level, fact, and

memory.) ’

‘. *,

S¢ SustainingAfeedb&ck. Thié measure is comprised of several

categories of events wherein the teacher -uatains a responee

| .
opportunity and Providea the student with another chance to- respoud.

' The teachor can repeat, siuplify. rephraae. or ask a new queotion.

6. Studant initiated queutions. Questions which'utudentc. rather
= _ : :

. thaﬁ teachers, initiate publically. - They afé sinilar.to other }ublic

[4
response opportunities in that they involve both teacher and ctudent

’

.'ona are nonitored by the rest of the claaa.

7. -8£ud¢nt 1n1t1atod gfnnonto. These are comments which students

¢

may call out hurink class diééuisionp; not necessarily in responee to

teacher-posed queé(iona. They ﬁte .nstead student public

! . '
contributions.' ~> :
. A ‘ -, ‘ P
8. Student initiated call outs. ‘Student contributions to the

. - .
class discussion yhich are interjected without permission from the

L4

* teacher. They differ from numbers 6 and 7 in that those are student

‘contributions for which teachers gave permission.

9. Student created work contacts. These are contacts made by .

students privately td get 1nfornagiqn or élaéify directions on acadenmic

+

work. These contacts are not intended td be monitored by the whole-

class._




‘ . ’)" . ‘ .
- 10, Socializing misbhehavior. A category ofrinappropriate student

'y ‘behavior which students hay engage in sometimes with peers. These are
f«g not so severe as to be disruptive, but are definitely out o place at
the time.
| - -
R § Behavioral criticism Negative teacher evaluations’of student "

. behnvio;; Thease go beyond the level of simple negation by exprecsing
. \anger or personal criticism of" the student and his behavior.
12, Mild misbehavior. This measure consists of several categories

. s /
of student behaviors judged to h»e inappropriate, but nondisruptive,
.

» such as inattention to wask, chatting with neighbors quietly, or

{ . . 5
¢ entetﬁqg class late.

-

- ' ' '
¢ '. ' N - ( .
13. Serious misbehavior. Stuflent behaviors judged to bk extreme : .

. 1 ‘ . , . - @ |
and disruptive to the class. These include sassing or defying the *
~ teacher, verhal.og physical aggression, leaving class without

ermission, and baiting the teacher verbally. -, '

\ l4. Social contacts. These caﬁtacts are ponacademft in nature, ..

but initiated by either teachers or stylents as means of exchangingl |
S ' .
greetings or to convey sope personal message.

15. Time in seatwork. This categ&ry is composed of an estimate of

the amourlt of time that theémajority of the class wab_engaged in

* seatwork.

-
<

Data Avalysis _ : ' oo

N

, For each of the thirty dependent variab}es, a one-between (math,
English), one~within (six montha), fixed effecta analysis of variance N
was computed. - Because some of the 134 classes were not observed during

- L2 ) v
one *'nore of the six mdnths, and because some ratings were omitted

)
.




occasionally, the,aveilpble_ﬁsfor analysis was less than complete for

\ ¢
L4 N .

- all variables. ' . ‘ “ .
Results . - " - /

Reported in Table 1 are the chﬁhce,ﬁrobability valuee‘for the%two
. o 3 ot . R A
1h1n effects (shbject matter and time .of year) . the ihteraction in
i
each of the 30 analyses of veriances Thﬁle ? con aina meana for the

t' .

nonthl aath effects: Cell means for Jignifieant interaction efgects y

‘may be found 1n ‘Table 3. C D .

SQ_cht‘natter Differenees '

Eight high and two low inferenqp variables yielded significant '
‘_differences for the subject métter main effect. Englieh claaseu ve ; :
rated hagher on Attention, Positive Affect, Clatity, Enthusiaam, aZE

¥
' Petlonal Queations, More student~initiated comnents were also récorded |
¥ . «

1n English classes. Math classes wete rated higher on feacper b
Preceptation of.Infornation, Passive Pupil Behayidr, and Convergent
Evaluation. Math ;lasses also spent' more time in sedt&ork. These *.
difgerencee ere r;t eerprising, givéﬁ the type of activities which '
teachers in these.hubject areas initiate. Math classes ?ete more often .
presented new nateriai in’ lecture format, aud the ugual etudent \
behavior vas passive assimilatiou of information. Questioning '
trequently took the form of probing and checking for 'understandfng.
On the other hangd, in English classes,there was more discussion,

use of oral readings, znd a wider variety of act:vities were employed,
which included use of drama and audiovisual aiQs. Evertson, Anderson,

Edgar, Minter, & Brophy (Note 2) bgovides a more ‘complete discussion of

N

subject matter differences. S,
Y '1
Y L}
{ ' J 4 ’9 \\ )




" 1a
2.
3.

3.
6.
7.
8.

-

be

‘\ High-inference Variablas

Attention
Tgachu;iiniéiation
Pupi}'iﬁter;ctian "
Tk;chet preeéntation
Negf?ivé gfféét v
feo;tiyé:affact"
Hfghe; cognitiop .
Paugiigﬂyupils

+

toavergent evaluation

Task orientation
CIar,ir.‘y a
Enthuziasm
racthuegtions.
Why questions

Personal questions _

LY

Low-inference Variables '

1.
2.
3
4,
"5.

’

Process questions
.
Product questions

€all outs

Re.pohaé épportunit;ea

&

r ,
‘Sustaining fé%?b;ck ‘

d
y . )

-

s A N

™

| Results of Analyses of Variance

SO

N Clesses: Chance.g

M- E SUB MO 5XM -
40 63 «001 ¢ .0001 - .08

38 s s .006 .002'
: 46. }'6% ns " .001 ne

4 pd 002 v na ne-
40 €3 ns. . .002" - me.
0 .83 .00k .0b ns
37 48 ne ¢ .0001 . ns
W 67 . .002° 003 ns
B 49 ;;01 <0001 . ns
40 63 ns 05 ‘ns
36 Chem ' ,007 s oo
40 © 63 L0009 - .0001 e
25 31 he 003 ns
26 30~ ;s :ns‘ L ne
23 30 .0006 .506 ns
N Classes . Ghanca!p

M _E | SUB . %6 SXM
42 60 ". ns - ng .03
42 .. 60 ."m8 . ns 'ga'
42 60 . - ne W04 002
42 60 ns. .hs na'f”
42 60 ne ne .05

’ /

10 S
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' Low-inference Variables

6

4

7.

8.

9.
10.

il.

12

13,
14,

5.

Student-initiated

‘questions

Student-initiated. *

Ednments 4 -

Student-initiated

call outs

Student work contacts

Socializing
misbehavior
Beﬁaviofél ériticism
Mild misbehavior |
Se{ious,misbehavior
Social conta@ts

Time in sedéﬁork g

v

'Table 1-Continued

Al
. N.Classes Chance'p
‘ﬁ E SUB MO .° SXM
» ) '
42 60 ne .n8 ns
42 60 05  .0002 s
. T
42, '60 ns ns ns
42 60 “ns  .0001 ns
. 42 60 ns ns - ns
« :
: 42 60 ns VY  ns ns
) 42 60 ns < .000f ns
42 60 ns - . .007 ns
42 60 ns +05 ns
F42 60 .05 ns  ns
-
g
y
TN
11
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| Table 2 . N
‘- . Main EffecthJaha for Months . B
. AN ; . -
Meath : i
_lg._gg-infcrenc'e Variabléé fl'ov Dec . Jan Feb Mar Apr |
1. Attention o 252v 278 2.95 292 283 270
. 2. Teacher initiation 106 .89 95 .72 .80 .82
3. Pupil interaction o206 é.ls 1.54 *‘r.?ef 1J;r 2.37 ’,
4. Teacher' presentation‘ ' .68/ ,/."7‘8’ ) .87/ 86 o75 .86 .
5. Negative affect . .90 .9 1.04 1.08 1.23, 1.29
" 6. Posiﬁive’ﬂé;ecthg S L L1 180 1.6 156 156
"7. lu.gher.; ::ognition . 1.32 1.30' 1.23 "‘..91 «85 91
5. Pao‘aive‘ pupils .86 .B6 .69 .. .76 .95 .97
9. Convergent evaluation  1.75 f;;éa 122 L2l L15 1.7
10, Task orientatiot! | 2.59 2.66 .77 . 2.66 - 2.5§ 2.56
‘11 Clarity T e 295 12,83 | 2.84  2.75 267 ;
12. Enthusiasm : 178 1.95 2,10 L2817 2,02 2.06
13. Pact questions 76 81 .91 .93 .90 .88 2
14. Why questions (54 .67 .68 ) .69 .58 .62
, 15 Pepsomsl questions .3 .45 .36 .41 .21 .26
. . , o
/795\ . | 4 Month ‘ '
o Lorinference.Variable_s. . Nov Dec ‘' Jan . Feb Mar Apr
1. Process questions 2.’11 1.58 1.90 1..151 1449 1,45 ' f
’2. Prodyct ‘questions . . 10,87 10.27 11.50 056 9.64 9.8
7 3. dall outs © 166 222 L9A 2,00 2.6 2,73

& .
" 4. Response opportunities 13.95 12,79 14.14 11.27 dl1.73 12,05
, gonee. o . :

1 4

5. Sustaining feedback  1:66 ~ L.13 172 1.32 1.38 1L.16

]




- 14.

© 15, Time in seatwqrk

Lo - v

/

13

© 27.50 28.35

1.52

) Table 2-Cdnt13nh~;}.d . e
.  vowns B
X .\.r“.‘ l.ow-infer‘ena;_ :arlilble‘s Novl’ Dec Jan ‘:?ab .ﬁ;r \ Apr . '\_‘. .
6. St‘ndent-fnitiékeﬁ L h \ . , ' .
| quetions 70356 3.0l 318 376 359 3.3
7. St.:ud‘ent-init.iated 'y P e |
comments PR 1 K77 145 139 1.9 f.'.'_l“s%
" 8o éfédet{t-;in.itia'ted‘ . .. ‘ ' o ’
_ call outs, 356 333 316 3.77 3,68~ 4.16
9. Student work contacts '23.31 20.62 }2;65 20,16 18.17 18\41
0. Soclalizing o | , | '
| nisbehavior ‘«K;,sg. 2620, 2000 1.90 . L70 2,22
11. Behavioral eriticisn C e .78 s 74 "'..75";‘ 9. }.01
12, Mi1d nubehavu;x? 5,68 ° 4083, (407 4.:6_ 351 4418
13, Serious misbehavior 1.20 1.20 | .9 1.38 4.1;0 ) 1.80
Social contacts 161  1.26 1.24 L% L9

26,86 24.40 25.42 26.30
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[ " Table 3 N
- « Cell Means for'Significant }htggﬁctions .
- ' ) . r».. | " .
JEE {i; al Month .
i 1 Variable - Clage Nov ™Dec ‘Jan - Feb Mar Apr
*Attention © (HI-1) M ° 2.18 2.62 2.63 2.81  2.63 -.2.41
.- 4 ‘ . N
- . ' E  2.86 2.95 :3.27 3.03 3.03 3.00,
‘ * . !
~. - . .
... . Teacher ‘ . : 3
. 1n1t1a:}on (HI-2) M .79 ' 1 ;\{.90 75 .87 o77
‘ E 136 106 .99 .69 '8 .87
Proceap . : 'ji / |
.- questions (LI-l) M 1.09 ‘1.74 2.03 1.33° 1.}82 . 140
\22' E 3.3 .1.42 177, .98 1.16 l.51. -
' , * . o \J
Call outs (L= Moy 1046 1,96 1.78 2,27 355 3.52 .
- . . N . ; Yo :
. , E 187 249 2N6 1.73 1.67 1.9 ,
. v v B . .
" Sustaining ) 1 .o . o "
. feedback (LI-5) M 2,03 *1.21 1,26 1.07 1.29. 1.26
. ® ) s e 4 . [ ' . \.
( o “ E 129 1.05 2.18- 1.57 1.47 1.07
- R P . N _ _ R
Changg,Over Months Yy . “ -
Twelve of the h h 1nference measures and six low inférence rates,*
' 1
showed lignificant in effecte for the six months. The patterns of 't\k
' means in Table 2 for these variables are described below. Inclu&ed 1n v '
/ ) these descriptions are the five interaction patterns reported @n.,\ . :f

" Table 3. Figures 1 through 20 also illustrate all significant cthge"

- patterns graphically. ' .o N

-~

C

Student attention gradually increases {rom November to a'pghk in

While this effect ;occurs

January and then falls ggain through April.

) , ‘ot '
for both subject matter areas, it is much more pronounced in English




2 . " ‘
clagses. It should also be noted that in absolute terms, student.

]

attention s well-above théimidpoint on the observation scale. (ie.,

L / N
Hhile thepe are eignificnnf differences across time, these differences

are not dramatic ana do duggest that, on. the average, most studente are -

. -’
attent\ESenuch of the times) ¢ T T L
. ' \ N
Teacher initiated ptoble!:lolvigg’ls hdgheet in Novenber, falle to

(‘“ \

a low in February, %hcn riuea eomewhnt. This effect appears only for - -y

Eng;:ch claesee and night be explained by the fact that Englieh ' )
\
’
tencherl were leading more clasq d}acussions in the first month of data
collection. This, as well as otﬂer of our data, auggeatn that at leect N

. initially, teachert’who are being zbaerved for the first time attenpt

' \ v
‘to teach more neﬁily like theitzideal model of good teaching, and. many .
4

L

Englinh teachhrc were'trained to conduct discussions as a regulnr part
‘ ..‘Q v ‘ . —

of their preparation.

i ) \-: -~y
.9
t

Pugil-pupil interectio increaees ahnrply in ApriI Many teachers .

nominate *:ml‘ time 'of the achool yeat as the most dtff'icult because
N + .
many studeqta are only valting fot school to end for summer vgcation.

e

*" Mpre pupil-pupil interaction suggests that'teachers Aré allowing more |,

/-

' pupil talk and more pupil participation and are "letting’up.“ L :5.{_

gctive affect riaes steadily from Novembet to Aprila This trend

indicaﬁes that negative affect is present to some small extent in mont
'clasaes, but by April the~average incidence of‘hegative affect is{four_
to afx mildly negative behaviors in an observation period. This trend
is the most pronounced of any” of the process measures, suggeating that

+
as the school_year winds to a close, patience and‘good temper begin to . .

wear thin. o ' '\ér , Ly N

'Y :\ ’ ¢ v
~ : .
: ' - {
he . -. > \ '

15 19 <
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Support for this is provided by the trend for positive affect.

This measure increased slightly and then decreased ‘to the end of ,the

year. The decline in poéitgye affect 18 not marked even though it is

statistically significant: In general positive affect varies from
”ogcaaional emiles or praise by the:teacher,” to "some positive, but
perfunctory acceptance of pupil answers,” toward the end of the year.

1

Higher cognitive level student behavior, (i.e., pupil vérbal

¢

behaviors that show indications of more complex cognitive processes,
generalizatiogs, or inferences) is Higher in the first thfé; months
than in the last three. This suggests that, for whatever reason,
activities which require~atudents to tﬂink thirough or to analyze and
infer occur less often toward the end of the school year. Possibly
activities such as these slow the iespon pace and teachers may ghift to
activities which are more likely to-hold attention and ensure

cooperation toward the end of the year. , .

A related finding 1s.that'paosive pupil behavior shows an opposite

trend suggesting less active stude?t participation Zoward the end of

the year.

~

. -As mentioned earlier, convergeht evaluation is high early in

November and remaius constant through the redt of the yea%.

Task orieatation shows a weak trend suggesting that there is more

&f this type behavior in January than in the rest of the year. A
.-inilat pattern is seen for enthusiasm; which rises steadily through
-,February and then drops off toward the end cf the year.

The global ratings of instructional behavior with few exceptions

point to a leveling off period toward the end of the school year. This

N , . 18 | :3()
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4

ieveling appears to be accompanied by more gaasivity, negative a{ifcq;

and pupil-pupil interaction,’and legs task orieﬁtation, enthusiasm,

fact or personal questiohing, and less higher cognitive level student

—Yxsagor , or-inferential behavior. - Several-ofwthe-global-racingsaﬁjfmu"w“_ .

£

'some of the behavioral rates to be discussed ghow peaks or leveling
in January qﬁﬁ February at mid jedr. (ne explauatidn.for'inqrepeed

task orientation at mid year is that the séhool district begina)

- achievement testing in March and teachers are preparing their students -

for them. Another plausible explanation is that teachers have paced

[
presentation of new concepts and material to peak at mid year and the

remainder of the year is used for practice drill and consolidation.
) ')

-

Behavioral rates

The interaction for process questions is caused by an excep~

tionally high number of these questione in Faglish classes at the

beginning of observation in November. Students calling out answers

rises until December,:then drops off in English classes, but not in
math. In these ;iasaes they continue to rise to a peak in March and
April. One suggestion is that math teachers are letting up on

"requirements to raise hands and get permission before answering.

Sustaining feedback (a general category of teacher behavior aimed

_at gtying studente multiple opportunities to respond to teacher-' .

initiated questions) shows differential effects for the subject areas. -

Sustaining feedback in math classes remains generally low throughout

" the year, but in English it riaéé to a peak in January, and then dr&po.

4 . .
This corresponds with trends for other process measures which show

siuilar rises in January or February and decrease’durins the remainder

g
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of the year. f%ia suggests that sustaining feedback, where the teacher ..
concentrates attention on one stutent, slows ;he leeson pace and 1is-

less likely to hold.class attention.

' . Student initiated public ¢onnent§ fall steadily from November to

December,  then rise comewhat in April, although ‘the rates are low in °* . N
general (from slightly q?ré than. two to less than two per hour at the

end of the year.) "Althdugh this is statietiéhlly aigni;icant, there is’

t

some question about whether this decreaae affects the flow of event® in

[

the classroom.
B ’ . .
. 'On the other hand, student initiated private work contacts show a

>

st@ady-deéiine over ‘the six months, except for a slight rise in
February.. One explanation 1is®that etudgntp are becoming used to_the
routinel; and ‘as tbg'year progresses (with the exception of February)

they ‘encounter less new.or .unfamiliar material. In any case, student
. SN

private contacts with their teachers decreases about 22%, - S,

S

Trends for mild and serious nilbehaviors are ahso couplenentary.

Mild misbehaviors, which inglude such things as student attention,

daydreaming, or chatting with neighbors, steadily decline throughout

the year except for'a rise in Appil.“ Serious misbehaviors, including
) ~

student behaviors which are disrujtive, increase from slightly more
. . . B '
. than one instance per hour to almost two instances per hour. '

‘The 1ast”sigﬁificant finding 1s for social contacts. These can be

¢

|’\ , . -
initiated either by teacher or student. The averagc per class period °
. _ N -~ N
is less than two, per hour; at the beginning of the year these contacts

\ i
tend to occur closer to one per hour, but by the end of the year thie

" 1ncroalea to nearly two p:zﬂhout. Again this ma¥ not eeem ‘on the

. .
1 b ' - . F)
P' - . . ) (
.~ . . '
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o

o . surface to be a meaningful difference, but couplen.with findings for

‘the other proé‘fc measurgs it adds to the generai picure of less task .
‘o ] . o
involvement, more relaxed and less controlled atmosphere, a general ///
; ; , - 8

letttng up on the part'df teachers., |,

. Discussion .

. Examination of the absolute differences in means fgr each of the

’

six months gnggeotn that there are no. dramatic changes. For example,

negative affect moves from a few.instencea to a moderate amount by

i & . April, .Hhct'io apparent is a gradual 1ncreale in student'nicbehavior

ardd call outs over the yeer and 4 3radual decreaee in public

‘ Lot
questioning or wor&;related activities.. Wnat is more, these tremis are

o »
prei“nt for bqth subject natter areaa. - ' \

The reeehrch 11terature providcs few studies wﬁich hnve St

"lyutelatically 1nvestigated trends such as thése reported here. A few
ltudiel (?1lndere, Hbrrieon. & Brode, 1968' Rbdenohine, 1973) 1nd1cete "
" that there is a significant lose 1n poeitive attifudes toward teachere

4 :  and ¢t .hoalwork during the echool year, and that this loss appears to be
Y

o unrelated to IQ or socio-economic status. o . !

: Date fron the Program on Teaching Effectiveness (Stayrook &
. ICrawford Note 3) 1nd1catee that in their two treatment groups, there .

4
“ wcte decreaeel in teachero' allowing etudent call outs across three

pointl‘in the year, although the control group increéased. Other

results suggest that there*ﬁere more effects for time -of year than for

treatment,

L 4

Stallings, Needels, and Stayrook (Note 4) found similar trends in

their datd from high school reaéing claehes.' Control group data show

. * . !

- | 29 - |
ERIC o 31 o




increases in social'connents and managerial-procedural activities
&
performed by the‘teacher, and decteases in adult monitdring (moving

around the room), acroas the three pol ts in the year (Fall Winter,

and Springb {he treatment group, however, did not show these ‘trends.

v
Heanlsfor the treatment group appeared to be similar across the ‘three
5 L s
time periods. .
, In summary, we note the following: ' ) ¥ B

l1¢ In many ways these results verify comnon sense. Teachers and

» «

other'pra ’ra often &ention the special conditions of ‘teaching at,

the end of the years. However, ig{ia intex'ating to note that while
there were i adications that “life in classrooms” deteriorated toward
the end of the year, these changes were not dramhtic. While many of

'_the measures showed small,.but significant trends over time, several
"y .

did not-(amount of time in aeatwork 'behavior criticism, student

initiated queations and cail‘buts). 1& general, though misbehavior
P Y
tends to- increase slightly and teachers appear to lighten up on
’ ‘ -

L

‘requirenentgfto dig into school work, few of these procead}neasures~
’ a

(task orientation, attention, student initiateﬁ comments. social

contacts) show dramaticcincreases or decreasea.
'S._ Ihuestigatorg#who are planning studies in classrooms which

extendYover only a shoféﬂperiod of the year should be -aware of the

’ : f } .
possible biasing effect .in their data which comes from sampling either

early or late 'in the school year.

3. These analyses reveal fipdings for data cofiected after the

first two months of school; there is -no comparable information about
. ‘ H

- the variations in process measujes taken at the begiJning of school. '

Y

.
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Other teoearch‘atudies (Emmet, Evertson, & Anderson, 1979; Evertson &

Y

<

'hnderoo;,iin press) are finding that this is a critical time of ,the ° .

o lch001 yelr, partieularly for.heasures which reflect student

-

J( patf!cipation and classtoom behavior.

§! 4. Another unansvered question that might be asked at,this point i
‘P T s i '
o is wﬁbther the trends described here obtain equally for more effective -

and dess éffective teachero. Such analyses were done using mean
. 2
redidual gﬁius in-class achievement to divide the samples. No more

v , . . |

., significant, interdbtions-were obtained than would'be expected m{

-t
.

.change. Stallings' data (Note 4), however, do suggest that treatment K

t
. ° can reverse or moderate what appears to be less satisfactory pupil
. 4 <
behavior near the end of the school year.
. ~ , : "
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“High School Etddbz Fin>1 report“bf procesd=outcome relationships
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